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"  Jesus  Christ  .  .  .  made  there  (by  His  one 
oblation  of  Himself  once  offered)  a  full,  perfect, 
and  sufficient  sacrifice,  oblation  and  satisfaction, 
for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world." — Prayer  of  Con- 
secration, Book  of  Common  Prayer. 


WHAT  IS  A  SACRIFICE  ? 


A  Question  foe  the  Times. 


(2) 


:e  three  ideas  of  Priest,  Sacrifice,  and 


Altar  seem  to  be  generally  associated 


together  ;  the  use  of  a  priest  is  to  offer 
sacrifices,  and  the  use  of  a  visible  altar  is 
that  sacrifices  may  be  "  offered  "  upon  it.  "It 
is  the  altar  that  sanctifieth  the  gift."*  So 
that,  unless  there  be  official  priests  (sacer- 
dotes)  on  earth,  "  sacrifices "  cannot  be 
"  offered  "  upon  "  altars,"  even  if  there  were 
such  things  to  be  thus  offered  in  the  Christian 
dispensation.  And  since  it  has  been  already 
demonstrated  f  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  there 
are  no  official  priests  of  God  now  upon  earth, 
it  is  obvious  that,  even  if  there  were  sacrifices 
to  be  offered  upon  visible  altars  now,  there  is 
no  one  upon  earth  capable  of  offering  them. 

In  the  tract  just  alluded  to,  it  has  been 
necessary  to  carefully  distinguish  between  the 
different  senses  in  which  the  English  word 
"  priest  "  is,  or  has  been  used  ;  and  it  is  equally 
necessary  now  to  carefully  distinguish  between 
the  different  senses  in  which  the  word  "  sacri- 
fice   has  been  used. 

*  Matt,  xxiii.  19. 

t  See  Tract  1.    What  is  a  Priest  ? 
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Kinds  of  "  Sacrifice." 

Although,  as  already  remarked,  the  word 
sacrifice  "  suggests  to  most  people  a  "  priest  " 
and  an  "  altar,*'  this  is  partly  a  mistake.  It  is 
true  that  a  "  sacrifice  "  suggests  a  "  priest," 
but  it  does  not  necessarily  suggest  an  "  altar  "  ; 
it  depends  upon  the  sort  of  "  sacrifice  "  that  is  to 
be  "  offered."  Sacrifices  differ  in  kind,  but 
they  may  all  be  classed  under  two  heads  ; 
{a)  literal  sacrifices  ;  and  (6)  spiritual  *  ones. 
A  literal  sacrifice  can  only  be  offered  by  an 
official  priest  upon  an  altar  of  God  ;  because 
it  has  to  be  offered  by  being  burnt,  or  sprinkled, 
or  poured  out.  But  a  spiritual  sacrifice 
cannot  be  offered  upon  a  visible  altar,  nor  does 
it  require  an  official  priest  to  offer  it,  seeing  that 
it  is  not  offered  by  being  burnt,  or  poured  out, 
or  sprinkled.  It  is  offered  spiritually — "  in 
spirit  and  in  truth,"  by  one  who  is  a  spiritual 
"  priest." 

So  that,  in  trying  to  answer  the  question, 
What  is  a  Sacrifice  ?  we  must  be  careful  to 
distinguish  between  literal  and  spiritual 
sacrifices.  Both  sorts  of  sacrifice  were  offered 
by  the  Jews  ;  literal  sacrifices  necessarily  con- 
sisted of  material  objects,  because  they  had  to 
be  burnt,  or  sprinkled,  or  poured  out  upon  the 
altar  ;  but  spiritual  sacrifices  might,  and  may 
consist  of  either  [a)  material  objects,  such  as 
our  money,  possessions,  bodies,  etc.f  ;  or  [h)  of 
wow-material,  spiritual  objects,  such  as  our 

*  1  Pet.  ii.  5,  9. 

t  Cp.  Ex.  XXV.  2-7  ;  xxxv.  5-9  ;  21-29  ;  xxxvi.  3,  6 
1  Chr.  xxix.  6-9  ;  17  ;  Rom.  xii.  I  ;  Phil.  iv.  18. 
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souls,  prayers,  praises,  etc.*  And  nothing 
can  well  be  more  obvious  than  that  none  of 
these  "  spiritual  sacrifices  "  even  so  much  as 
can  be  offered  upon  a  visible  altar,  seeing  that 
they  are  not  burnt,  or  sprinkled,  or  poured  out. 
An  altar  of  God  is  for  "  offerings  made  by  fire." 

When  therefore  the  question  is  asked, 
What  is  a  Sacrifice  ?  the  answer  will  vary 
according  to  the  sort  of  sacrifice  referred  to. 
Literal  sacrifices  only  can  be  "  offered  "  upon  a 
visible  "  altar,"  or  require  an  official  "  priest." 
In  the  "  offering  "  of  spiritual  sacrifices,  the 
person  offering  the  sacrifice  is  the  spiritual 
priest,  as  already  stated,  and  the  sacrifice  is 
"  offered  "  by  him  spiritually,  "  in  spirit  and  in 
truth,"  without  any  visible  altar. 

The  method,  then,  in  which  a  sacrifice  is 
"  offered  "  determines  its  nature,  i.e.,  whether 
it  be  a  literal  or  a  spiritual  sacrifice.  If  it 
requires  an  ofiicial  priest  and  a  visible  altar,  it 
is  a  literal  sacrifice,  and  the  only  method  in 
which  it  can  be  offered  is  by  being  burnt,  or 
sprinkled,  or  poured  out  upon  the  altar.  But 
if  it  be  a  "  spiritual  sacrifice,"  not  being  burnt, 
or  sprinkled,  or  poured  out  upon  an  altar, 
it  requires  no  official  priest,  and  no  visible 
altar,  because  it  is  not  "  an  offering  made  by 
fire." 

Christian  "  Sacrifices." 

Now,  as  has  been  said,  the  Jews  had  both 
sorts  of  sacrifice,  the  Hteral  and  the  spiritual ; 


*  Heb.  xiii.  15  ;  Hos.  xiv.  2. 
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but,  if  the  New  Testament  is  to  be  believed, 
Christians  now  have  but  one  sort,  spiritual 
ones.  This  is  rendered  evident  from  the 
following  facts  : — In  Heb.  vii.  12  we  are  told 
that  "  the  (Levitical)  priesthood  being  changed, 
there  is  made  of  necessity  a  change  of  the 
(Levitical)  law  also."  In  Heb.  viii.  8,  etc.,  we 
read  about  "  the  new  covenant  "  that  God  was 
some  day  to  make.  In  Heb.  ix.  1,  etc.,  we 
read  first  about  the  "  ordinances  of  divine 
service  "  belonging  to  the  "  first  covenant," 
and  the  "  worldly  sanctuary  "  ;  which  things 
are  called  "  carnal  ordinances,"  imposed  upon 
men  "  till  the  time  of  reformation,"  v.  10  ;  and 
then  we  find  these  things  contrasted  with  the 
ordinances  of  the  New  Covenant,  brought  in  by 
Christ  Himself  (v.  11,  etc.),  the  sole  official 
Priest  of  that  Covenant. 

In  chp.  X.  1,  etc.,  we  are  told  that  the  law, 
with  its  numerous  and  various  literal  sacrifices, 
the  types  of  the  good  things  to  come  in  the 
New  Covenant,  "could  never  make  the  comers 
thereunto  perfect,"  and  therefore  they  were 
"taken  away."  In  vv.  5,  etc.,  we  read  that 
the  sacrifices,  and  offerings,  and  burnt- 
offerings,  and  sacrifices  for  sin,  which  were 
offered  by  the  law  "  upon  the  altar  of  God, 
were  "  taken  away  "  by  the  Lord  Jesus,  that 
He  might  establish  the  second — the  will  of 
God,  as  manifested  by  "  the  offering  of  the 
body  of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all  "  ;  and  that 
it  is  by  this  accomplishing  of  the  will  of  God 
by  the  Lord  Jesus,  that  God's  people  are  now 
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"  perfected  for  ever  "  in  the  New  Covenant, 
vv.  10,  14. 

No  more  literal  sacrifices. 

Thus  nothing  can  well  be  more  obvious  than 
that  all  Hteral  sacrifices,  offered  by  earthly 
official  priests  upon  a  visible  altar  of  God,  are 
things  of  the  long-distant  past — have  no 
existence  whatever  in  the  New  Covenant.* 
So  we  find  St.  Peter  writing  to  Christians  thus, 
"  Ye  also,  as  living  stones,  are  built  up  a 
spiritual  house,  a  holy  priesthood,  to  offer  up 
spiritual  sacrifices,  acceptable  to  God  by 
Jesus  Christ."  The  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sins  " 
that  was  "  once  for  all  offered  "  by  the  Lord 
Jesus  upon  the  cross,  the  antitype  of  all  the 
literal  sacrifices  of  old,  was  the  only  literal 
sacrifice  that  was  ever  offered  by  the  official 
priesthood  f  of  the  New  Covenant,  and,  being 
a  perfect  one,  it  can  never  be  repeated  by  even 
that  priesthood. 

If  it  should  be  objected  that  the  "  One 
Sacrifice  for  sin  "  was  not  "  offered  up  "  upon 
any  literal "  altar  "  by  being  burnt,  or  sprinkled 
or  poured  out,  such  an  objection  shows  two 
things  :  (1)  that  the  objector  has  failed  to 
remember  that  even  in  the  Levitical  law,  the 
bodies  of  the  sin-offerings  for  the  congregation 

*  I.e.  They  are  as  antiquated,  out  of  date,  and  useless 
to  us  now,  as  would  be  Noah's  ark,  or  the  brazen  serpent, 
or  the  temple  of  Jerusalem.  And  if  the  only  sort  of  sacri- 
fices that  require Ja  visible  "  altar  "  of  God  were  "  taken 
away,"  of  what  "conceivable  use  to  us  would  such  an 
"  altar  "  be,  if  we  had  one  ? 

t  I.e.,  Priest,  Jesus  Christ. 
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were  not  offered  upon  the  altar  of  God,  but 
were  "  burnt  outside  the  camp "  ;  and  (2) 
that  he  has  failed  to  notice  that  this  burning 
of  the  bodies  of  old,  whether  upon  the  altar  or 
outside  the  camp,  was  typical  of  "  the  suf- 
ferings "  of  Christ  by  His  dying  upon  the  cross. 
See  Heb.  xiii.  11,  12  ;  and  comp.  Eph.  v.  2. 

Hence,  the  only  visible  "  altar  "  of  the  New 
Covenant  at  which  the  sole  official  Priest  ever 
officiated  before  God,  in  the  "  offering "  of 
His  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sins,"  was  the  cross. 
And,  obviously,  he  who  does  not,  and  cannot 
officiate  at  the  same  "  altar,"  cannot  be  "  a 
priest  after  the  order  of  Melchisedek,"  an  official 
priest  of  the  New  Covenant ;  he  cannot  possibly 
offer  the  same  sacrifice  for  sin,  nor  even  the 
same  sort  of  sacrifice  (a  self-sacrifice)  as  Christ 
*'  offered  once  for  all." 

Sacerdotal  claim  to  offer  sacrifice. 

A  not  uncommon  claim,  however,  is  put 
forth  nowadays,  by  some  who  claim  to  belong 
to  the  official  priesthood  of  the  New  Covenant, 
to  the  effect  that,  in  the  celebration  of  the 
Holy  Communion,  they  "  continue  "  to  "  offer 
upon  an  "  altar "  the.  same  sacrifice,  or  a 
"  memorial  "  of  the  same  sacrifice  as  our  Lord 
"  once  for  all  offered  "  upon  the  cross,  the 
"  One  Sacrifice  for  sins."  The  sacrifice  of  the 
Mass  "  is  said  to  be  the  same  as  the  sacrifice 
of  the  cross. 

But  a  few  moments'  consideration  will  show 
any  unprejudiced  person  that  this  is  an  abso- 
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lute  impossibility,  because  contrary  to  plain 
facts.  In  no  fewer  than  six  obvious  and 
essential  respects,  the  celebration  of  the  Mass, 
or  of  the  Holy  Communion,  differs  entirely 
from  the  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sins  "  that  our 
Lord  really  "  offered  once  for  all "  upon  the 
cross  ;  whereas,  if  it  differs  in  only  one  respect, 
it  cannot  possibly  be  the  same  sacrifice. 

Difficulties  in  the  way. 

If,  then,  the  celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper 
be  the  "  offering  "  of  the  same  sacrifice  as  that 
which  was  really  "  offered  once  for  all  "  by  our 
Lord  upon  the  cross,  then  obviously  : 

(1)  The  official  Priest  must  be  the  same. 

(2)  The  Place  of  offering  must  be  the  same. 

(3)  The  Altar  must  be  the  same. 

(4)  The  Victim  must  be  the  same. 

(5)  The  Time  must  be  the  same  ;  and 

(6)  The  M^^/^o^/ of  offering  must  be  the  same. 
If  there  is  any  difference  in  any  one  of  these 

important  respects,  then  the  so-called  "  sacri- 
fice "  which  some  profess  to  "  offer  "  in  the 
celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  cannot 
possibly  be  the  same  as  the  "  One  Sacrifice 
for  sins  "  that  was  really  "  offered  once  for 
all  "  by  our  Lord  upon  the  cross.  Yet  nothing 
can  well  be  more  obvious  to  anyone  who  has 
eyes  to  see  and  intelligence  to  understand,  than 
that  there  is  an  absolute  difference  in  every  one 
of  these  respects. 

(1)  The  official  priest  is  not  the  same. 
Christ  Himself  was  the  only  official  Priest 
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who  had  any  share  in  the  "  offering  "  of  the 
"One  Sacrifice  for  sins,"  it  being  a  self- 
sacrifice.  John  X.  15,  17,  18.*  But  in  the 
celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  it  is  not  Christ 
who  officiates,  but  the  earthly  minister.  Our 
Lord  expressly  bade  His  disciples  Do  this," 
etc.  In  the  Mass  it  is  the  earthly  so-called 
priest  who  claims  to  "  offer  Christ  in  sacrifice  for 
the  living  and  the  dead."    Art.  xxxi. 

(2)  The  Place  of  "  offering  "  is  not  the  same. 
The  Lord's  Supper  is  celebrated  in  our 
churches  ;  whereas  the  Sacrifice  of  the  cross 
was  "  offered  outside  the  gate  "  of  Jerusalem, 
on  Calvary. 

(3)  The  Altar  is  not  the  same.  The  Lord's 
Supper  is  not  celebrated  upon  the  cross,  but 
upon  "  the  table  of  the  Lord."t 

(4)  The  Victim  is  not  the  same.  "  Christ, 
having  been  raised  from  the  dead,  dieth  no 
more,"{  ix.,  ''offereth  no  more  sacrifice  for 
sin  "  ;  and  therefore  cannot  be  offered  " 
in  sacrifice  now  by  anyone  in  either  heaven  or 
earth  ;  He  is  no  longer  a  Victim,  a  Sacrifice. 
In  the  celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  there 
is  no  living  victim  at  all. 

(5)  The  Time  is  not  the  same.  The  "  One 
Sacrifice  for  sins  "  was  "  offered  once  for  ali  - 
tor ever  "  in  the  long-distant  past,  nineteen 
centuries  ago,  before  the  resurrection,  when  our 
Lord  exclaimed,  "It  is  finished"  ;§  whereas, 

*  Heb.  vii.  27 ;  ix.  14.      f  1  Cor.  x.  21 
X  Rom.  vi.  9. 

§  Before  the  Resurrection,  Acts  i.  3  ;  before  the  Ascen- 
sion, Heb.  i.  3  ;  x.  12  ;  xii.  1. 
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the  so-called  "  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  "  is  said  to 
be  "  offered  "  now,  "  continually,"  "  often- 
times," "  daily  "  ;  the  expression,  "  the 
sacrifice  of  masses  "  (plural)  confesses  this,  of 
itself  ;  and  the  same  thing  is  confessed  when 
men  speak  of  "so  many  celebrations."  And 

(6)  The  Method  of  offering  is  not  the  same. 
The  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sins  "  was  "  offered  " 
of  old  by  the  "  suffering,"   "  death,"  and 

blood-shedding  "  of  the  living  "  Lamb  of 
God  "  upon  the  cross  ;*  whereas  no  one  even 
so  much  as  pretends  that  the  "  sacrifice  of  the 
Mass  "  is  "  offered  "  in  any  such  method  now. 
Yet  how  could  anyone,  even  our  blessed  Lord 
Himself,  offer  the  same  sacrifice  as  was  "  once 
for  all  offered  "  upon  the  cross,  without  "  the 
Son  of  God  being  crucified  afresh  ?  "f  In  fact, 
the  Mass  is  expressly  declared  to  be  "  an 
unbloody  offering." 

Meaning  of  an  "  Unbloody  offering/' 

Now  the  expression,  "  an  unbloody  offering," 
clearly  means  that  there  is  no  "  shedding  of 
blood  "  ;  but  no  shedding  of  blood  "  neces- 
sarily means  "  no  suffering  "  and  no  death  " 
of  any  victim,  and  therefore  "  no  sacrifice  for 
sin  "  ;  because  "  the  shedding  of  blood  "  is 
an  essential  part  of  every  "  offering  for  sin." 
Heb.  ix.  22.    Hence,  to  assert  first  that  the 

*  Heb.  ix.  25-28.  If  in  no  sort  of  sense  our  Lord  can  be 
said  to  "  suffer  "  or  to  "  die  "  now,  then  in  no  sort  of  sense 
can  He  be  said  to  offer  [i.e.,  to  continue  to  offer)  His  "  One 
Sacrifice  for  sins  "  now. 

t  Heb.  vii.  27;  ix.  25  ;  x.  11,  12. 
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celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  is  the  "  offer- 
ing "  of  a  "  sacrifice  for  sin,"  and  to  add 
immediately  afterwards  that  it  is  an  unbloody 
offering,"  is  to  flatly  contradict  in  the  second 
statement  what  has  been  asserted  in  the  first. 
It  is  precisely  as  absurd  a  statement  as  it 
would  be  to  say  that  "  a  certain  man  is  a 
Bishop,"  and  then  to  a,dd  immediately  after- 
wards, "  but  he  has  never  been  ordained  "  ; 
or  to  say  that  "  a  certain  woman  is  a  widow," 
and  then  to  add,  "  but  she  has  never  been 
married."  The  statement  that  "  the  sacrifice 
of  the  Mass  is  an  unbloody  offering,"  is  in 
reality  a  statement  that  "it  is  not  a  sacrifice 
for  sin." 

So,  too,  the  statement  that  the  sacrifice  of 
the  Mass  is  ''an  unbloody  offering "  flatly 
contradicts  the  other  statement  that  "  it  is  the 
same  as  the  sacrifice  of  the  cross,"  which 
obviously  was  not  an  unbloody  offering.  It  is 
a  statement  which  denies  also,  ipso  facto,  that 
the  wine  in  the  cup  "  is  "  the  shed  Blood  " 
of  Christ ;  for,  if  the  wine  "  is  "  the  "  shed 
Blood  "  of  Christ,  as  He  Himself  said  it  "  was  " 
(i.e.,  in  substitute  and  equivalent*),  and  if 
the  celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  he  a 
"  sacrifice  for  sin,"  as  the  Church  of  Rome 
states  it  to  be,  then,  obviously,  with  that  which 
our  Lord  Himself  said  "  is  "  the  "  shed  Blood  " 
of  "  the  Lamb  of  God  "  before  our  very,  eyes,  it 


*  Precisely  as  "  Twelve  pence  are  one  shilling,"  and 
"  Twenty  shillings  are  one  pound." 
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cannot  possibly  be  "an  unbloody  offering."* 
In  no  single  respect,  then,  is  there  the  very 
slightest  resemblance  between  the  real  "  offer- 
ing "  of  our  Lord's  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sin/' 
that  He  Himself  "  once  for  all  offered  "  upon 
the  cross,  and  the  alleged  sacrifice  for 
sin"  that  sacerdotalists  claim  to  "  offer"  now 
in  the  "  sacrifice  of  the  Mass."  In  the  face  of 
such  obvious  and  numerous  differences  as 
these,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  anyone  posses- 
sing any  self-respect  can  bring  himself  to  so 
much  as  profess  to  believe,  that  either  the 
celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  or  the  so- 
caUed  sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  is  the  same  as 
the  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sins." 

Further  considerations. 

It  should  be  remembered,  further,  {a)  that  a 
sacrifice  is  supposed  to  be  the  personal  property 
of  the  offerer,  and  {h)  that  the  value  of  the 
sacrifice  depends  upon  what  it  costs  the  offerer, 
as  an  expression  of  his  feelings,  or  disposition, 
or  attitude  towards  God.  This  was  emphati- 
cally the  case  of  old.  So  David  said,  "  Neither 
will  I  offer .  .  .  unto  the  Lord  of  that  which  doth 
cost  me  nothing  "f  And  so  we  find  that  in  the 
temple-court  of  old  there  used  to  be  "  money- 
changers sitting,"  as  well  as  "  oxen  and  sheep, 


*  The  "  offering  "  of  our  Lord's  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sin  " 
did  not  consist  of  anything  being  done  with  His  "  sacrificed 
Body  "  and  "  shed  Blood,"  i.e.,  after  His  death,  because 
He  Himself  exclaimed  "It  is  finished,"  as  "  He  bowed 
His  head  and  gave  up  the  ghost." 

t  2  Sam.  xxiv.  24  ;  cp.  John  ii.  14-16. 
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and  doves,"  in  order  that  the  purchase  of 
animals  or  of  birds  for  sacrifice  might  be 
facilitated. 

Now,  the  highest  and  most  costly  sacrifice 
that  it  is  possible  for  anyone  to  "  offer  unto 
God  "  is  the  sacrifice  of  one's  self  ;  hence  the 
exhortation  of  St.  Paul — to  "  present  our 
bodies  a  living  sacrifice  .  .  .  unto  God."* 
And,  hence,  the  sacrifice  that  our  Lord  Him- 
self *'  offered  "  was  the  highest  sort  of  sacrifice, 
and  the  sacrifice  of  the  greatest  value  that  it 
was  possible  for  even  the  Son  of  God  incarnate 
to  offer. t  And,  judging  by  this  standard,  one 
may  reasonably  ask.  What  does  the  "  offering  " 
of  the  so-called  "  sacrifice  of  the  Mass  "  cost 
the  so-called  offerer  ?  And  the  only  answer 
possible  is.  Absolutely  nothing.  As  a  sacrifice, 
therefore,  it  is  absolutely  valueless  and  useless. 
Unless,  moreover,  it  can  be  pretended  that  the 
living  humanity  of  Jesus  Christ  belongs  to  us — 
is  our  own  personal  property,  it  is  not  even 
within  our  power  to  "  offer  "  Him  in  sacrifice 
to  God. 

A  "  Memorial." 

There  is  yet  one  more  sacerdotal  statement 
to  be  considered,  that  the  celebration  of  the 
Lord's  Supper  is  the  "  offering  "  of  a  "  memo- 
rial "  of  our  Lord's  "  One  Sacrifice  for  sin." 
This  idea  has  arisen,  of  course,  from  mis- 
translating the  word    translated    "  remem- 

*  Rom.  xii.  1  ;  2  Cor.  viii.  5. 

t  Cp.  John  XV.  13  ;  Rom.  v.  6-8 ;  Heb.  vii.  27  ;  ix.  14. 


15 


brance/'  by  "  memorial."  But  the  technical 
"  memorial  "  of  a  sacrifice  of  old  was  invariably 
a  visible,  tangible  object  (a  "  handful,"  Lev. 
ii.  2;  V.  12;  vi.  15;  ix.  17;  Num.  v.  26), 
which  was  taken  from  a  certain  sort  of  sacrifice, 
the  meat-offering  ;  whereas  the  word  translated 
"  remembrance  "  describes  an  act  performed 
in  or  upon  the  mind.* 

Now,  God's  law  expressly  commanded  that 
the  "  memorial "  of  a  meat-offering  should 
be  burnt — not  eaten  ;  it  was  "  an  offering  made 
by  fire."t  No  other  sort  of  sacrifice  is  ever 
said  to  have  had  a  "  memorial,"  but  if  each 
sort  had  possessed  one,  no  doubt  it  would 
have  had  to  be  burnt — not  eaten.  Hence,  if 
the  bread  and  wine  used  at  the  Lord's  Supper 
were  a  technical  "  memorial  "  of  our  Lord's 
"  Sacrifice  for  sin,"  sacerdotalism  directly 
disobeys  the  express  command  of  God  respecting 
the  "  memorial "  of  a  sacrifice,  in  two  im- 
portant respects  :  (1)  in  failing  to  "  offer  " 
it  by  burning  it  upon  an  altar  of  God,  and  (2) 
in  presuming  to  eat  it. 

Besides  all  this,  it  is  perfectly  certain 
that  our  Lord  knew  the  difference  between 
"  remembrance  "  (ava/xvryo-is) ,  and  a  "  memorial " 
[lxvr)ii6(Tvvov) .  When  He  wished  to  say,  "  for 
a  memorial,"  e.g.,  when  He  wished  to  say 
"for  a  memorial  of  her,"  He    used  the 

word     fivrjixoa-vvov,    not    ava/ivv^crts.      And  this 

*  A  "  memorial  "  may  "  bring  to  remembrance,"  but 
it  is  by  no  means  the  same  thing.  Cp.  Num.  v.  15  ;  Heb. 
X.  3. 

t  Lev.  ii.  2,  9,  16  ;  vi.  15,  16. 
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expression  occurs  in  the  very  same  chapters 
as  we  find  the  accounts  of  the  Institution.* 
It  is  obvious,  then,  that  He  knew  perfectly 
well  the  difference  between  these  two  words, 
and  therefore  the  fact  that  at  the  Institution  He 
made  use  of  ava/xvr^o-ts,  "  remembrance," 
and  not  of  /xvt^/xoo-vvov,  "  memorial,"  proves 
that  He  meant,  "  In  (or  "  For  a)  remembrance 
of  Me,"  and  not  For  a  memorial  of  Me." 
And  in  addition  to  all  this,  Greek  is  too  perfect 
a  language  for  anyone  familiar  with  it  to  so 
much  as  think  of  using  dvdfxvrjcris,  when 
He  meant  /^vr^/xoo-i'vov,  or  vice  versa. 

Conclasion. . 

From  all  these  considerations  it  will,  I  think, 
be  obvious  to  every  real  "  seeker  after  truth," 
(1)  that  the  celebration  of  the  Lord's  Supper  is 
not  the  "  offering  "  of  the  same  sacrifice  as  the 
Lord  "  offered  once  for  all "  upon  the  cross, 
nor  (2)  of  a  memorial  "  of  that  sacrifice,  and 
(3)  that  Christians  have  no  sacrifices  to  offer 
now  of  the  sort  that  require  either  (a)  official 
priests  ;  or  {b)  a  visible  "  altar."  I.e.,  There 
are  now  no  "  sacrifices  "  of  any  sort  that  even 
so  much  as  could  be  "  offered  "  upon  a  visible 
"  altar  "  of  God,  if  such  a  thing  existed  ;  and 
there  are  in  the  Christian  Church  to-day  no 
official  priests  of  the  New  Covenant  upon  earth, 
capable  of  "  offering  "  such  sacrifices,  if  there 
were  any. 


*  Matt.  xxvi.  13  ;  Mark  xiv.  9. 
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